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Foreword 


‘Mein Kampf’ 1 is the most notorious book in the world, and, because it 
has been for a long time the bible of Nazism and the clue to Nazi policy, 
domestic and foreign, it is a very important book. But it is also a very long, 
confusing, and tedious book, and, outside Germany, its true nature has been 
widely overlooked, or at best incompletely realized. Its nature and scope are 
analysed in this Pamphlet, and its principal doctrines described. 


Hitler’s theories of ‘race’ and Lebensraum are further described in Oxford 
Pamphlets Nos. 5 and 8. For Hitler himself see Mr. Ensor’s other Pamphlet 
(No. 20) Who Hitler Is. 


Mr. Ensor is a Fellow of Corpus Christi College, Oxford, and author of 
England 1870-1914 (Oxford History of England, Vol. 14). 


@ A complete list of the Oxford Pamphlets will be found on the back of cover. 
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Why the Book is so Frank 


Few great men of action have ever disclosed beforehand so clearly as 
Adolf Hitler the principles and purposes that guide their acts. Building up a 
mass movement almost from the bottom, he had to be exceptionally frank 
with his disciples. When he joined, after the European War, the tiny 
organization destined to become the National Socialist party, he already 
looked far ahead, and was seeking to create, not an ordinary political group, 
that might play a give-and-take game among a number of others, but a 
revolutionary body, that should sweep the national board and brush all the 
other parties away. Nor was even such a total revolution the goal in itself. He 


desired power less for its own sake than for the subsequent course of national 
policy, upon which it would enable him to launch the German people. That is 
what is meant by those who say (a true saying in this sense) that Herr Hitler 
is ‘sincere’. 


But his course entailed for his countrymen that they should be ready to 
endure hardship, to strain every muscle, and eventually to fight a great war. 
How could a mass of 60 or 80 million human beings be carried successfully 
through such an ordeal in ignorance? If they were to achieve the journey, 
they must know why they marched. He had to reveal his motive; only so 
could they make it their own. It would not suffice to bait an ordinary 
political programme. They must be given a new Weltanschauung, a whole 
new ‘way of regarding the world’; a new interpretation, that is, of the 
meaning of life and the objects of national policy. 


Its Literary Peculiarities 


Of that ‘way of regarding the world’ Mein Kampf is the exposition. It is not 
a systematic exposition. It was written in two separate parts: the first in 1924 
during the period of fortress-detention, to which Herr Hitler was sentenced 
for his share in the abortive Munich rising of 9 November 1923; and the 
second after his liberation—the last page of it is dated November 1926. A 
hotch-potch of varied ingredients, containing much autobiography, much 
doctrine, a good deal of history (often bad), and much polemic (often very 
abusive), it is the work of a powerful mind which never underwent in youth 
any higher education. In adult life Herr Hitler has undoubtedly read a great 
deal, besides arguing and making speeches; but his lack of formal intellectual 
discipline shows itself in a marked incapacity to arrange his material. He 
jumps from one topic to another, like the open-air speaker that he used to be; 
he is full of digressions and repetitions; and though he makes, of course, 
some show of grouping particular subjects in particular chapters, it is broadly 
true to say that any subject may turn up on almost any page. This renders his 
book confusing, and explains why so few foreigners have effectively read it. 
And yet it is really impressive; not merely because its terse harsh staccato 
rhetoric suggests a very strong personality, but because, while it lacks logical 
sequence, it by no means lacks logic. Its different themes do cohere, and are 
masterfully bound together to form a single network of wide-reaching yet 
consistent argumentation. 


What Hitler learned from his Adversaries 


Another hindrance to the foreign reader is that, without a knowledge 
which he will not usually possess, he can hardly appreciate the interest of the 


autobiographical part. Yet this is very important. Herr Hitler himself says 
expressly that the key to his whole mental development lies in his pre-War 
experiences in Vienna. And it is clear, at any rate on the emotional side, that 
he thence derived his guiding hatreds—hatred of the Habsburgs, of the 
Czechs, of the Jews, of the Socialists, and of parliamentary institutions. It was 
from observing, he tells us, the Viennese Socialists, that he learned the 
methods of terrorization and gangsterism, which he himself adopted and 
afterwards perfected, first for national and then for international purposes. 
Here are two passages from an interesting account of their technique. The 
first runs: 


The mentality of the people at large is not sensitive to anything hesitant or weak. 

Like a woman, whose inner feelings are not so much swayed by abstract reason as by 
a vague emotional longing after the strength that is her complement, and who would 
therefore rather submit to a strong man than dominate a weakling, so the masses would 
sooner be dominated than supplicated, and feel more reassured by a doctrine that brooks 
no rival than by one which offers a liberal freedom of choice. With the latter they hardly 
know how to deal, and tend therefore to feel let down. Of the barefaced intimidation 
practised upon their minds or the violent outrage committed upon their human liberty, 
they are no more conscious than they are of the whole doctrine’s fallacies. They see only 
the ruthless force and brutality of its determined assertions, to which in the end they 
always submit. [181st German edition, p. 44.] 


There one encounters a view of mass psychology not unlike that expressed 
in three well-known lines of Browning: 


Oh, the crowd must have emphatic warrant... 
Right arm’s rod-sweep, tongue’s imperial fiat: 
Never dares the man put off the prophet. 


Herr Hitler has never put off the prophet. He bases principle and practice, 
if ever a ruler did, upon the gulling of gullible humanity. And yet (such is his 
strange candour in that and many other matters) this sinister source of 
power, this arcanum imperii, is not concealed from the gulls, but paraded 
before them. 


Here is the second passage. He is describing the technical method of the 
Social Democrats, and relates how 


They would select the adversary whom they thought most formidable, and on a 
signal given would bombard him with a regular drum-fire of lies and calumnies. They 
kept it up, till the nerves of the other side broke down, and to regain some peace they 
sacrificed the victim of the odium. 

Only, they never got their peace, the fools! 

Repeat the same performance over and over again; and dread of the mad dogs 
exercises through suggestion the effect of paralysis. [The same, p. 45.] 


You could scarcely want a better description of how Herr Hitler himself 


has dealt with his opponents— first in internal German politics, and later in 
the international field with such men as Schuschnigg and Benes. He records 
in his book quite frankly how he resolved to copy what he saw, and was 
confident that he could better the example. 


The Cards Turned Upward 


The hindrances, which we have noted, to the foreign reader, coupled with 
the fact that until recently the author (owning the copyright) refused to allow 
any but expurgated and therefore misinforming editions to be printed in 
English, have caused Mein Kampf to be far less studied outside Germany than 
its importance merits. Any one familiar with it could till recently only be 
astonished by the extent to which the British Press and British statesmen 
showed themselves unaware of its contents. It was as if a card player had for 
some reason been obliged to display his cards, and the other players were too 
lazy to look at them. And yet they really were the cards that he was going to 
play, and since 1933 has played. 


To follow Herr Hitler’s self-disclosure in all its branchings-out would be a 
task beyond the scale of a short paper. All that is possible within brief 
compass is to outline his general ‘way of regarding the world’, and then to 
give some more detailed indications of the points at which Mein Kampf 
applies it in the field of politics, and particularly in that of foreign policy. 
Here naturally is its chief importance to the non-German reader. 


Hitler’s Race Theory 


Herr Hitler starts with a theory — borrowed, and largely false, but 
fanatically believed in — of race. According to it mankind consists of many 
and varied races, but the whole of its higher life and progress, whether 
spiritual, artistic, or economic, is due to one of them only, variously called 
Aryan or Nordic. This race has acted and re-enacted countless times over in 
history a particular drama. Members of it, having through their native 
superiority overrun large non-Aryan regions and subdued the non-Aryan 
inhabitants to their purposes, have built on the basis of the latter’s brute 
labour a great edifice of civilization. Each in its turn, these edifices have 
decayed and collapsed. Why? The answer given is: Through miscegenation. 
The conquering ruling minority has intermarried with its subjects, and its 
blood has been swamped by theirs. Only by keeping its blood pure could it 
have preserved and extended the civilization, which sprang from its racial 
qualities, and from them alone. The business, therefore, of a modern Nordic 
nation, whose blood is that of the higher race, is to keep that blood pure, and 
at the same time to maximize its pure offspring in every possible way, and to 


quarter it out over the face of the earth as strongly as possible. Its spread and 
its dominance are to be desired, not only in its own interest, but in that of 
the rest of mankind; who can hope to derive progress and civilization from 
no other source. 


When you ask what modern nations find themselves in this hereditary 
position of duty and privilege, the answer is, first and foremost, the Germans. 
Germany is the Nordic Great Power. The only other big European nation with 
any comparable claim is the British. Their past success in quartering out a 
largely Nordic stock over vast areas outside Europe always evokes Herr 
Hitler’s respect. But no such even partial quality is conceded to any of 
Germany’s chief neighbours. The French were always a very mixed people, 
and Mein Kampf sees them on the way to become a Mulatto Empire. As for 
the Slavs, of whatever kind, they belong to an inferior order of humanity. As 
against Germans they have no moral rights; and if a German ruler conquers 
Slav land and dispossesses its Slavs in order to settle Germans on it, he is 
doing not merely a patriotic but a highly moral act; since it is in the interest 
of humanity as a whole that the habitat, the Lebensraum, of the higher race 
shall be extended. A logical but rather unexpected application of the same 
principle is that it is wrong to Germanize subject Slavs. Herr Hitler attacks 
the policy of Habsburg rulers like Joseph II, who tried to make the Czechs 
speak German. For him it is the race that is vital, not the language, and a 
German-speaking Slav is a danger to race-purity.? 


The general picture, then, is of one strong creative race and a multitude of 
weak non-creative races who are as wax for the strong race to mould. But 
there is yet another race to be accounted for, whose faults are not negative 
but positive; a sort of Satan among the nations. It is active and aggressive; it 
has no Lebensraum of its own, but preys parasitically on that of others; it even 
poaches on the Nordic preserves. Whatever life it touches, it poisons, 
pollutes, paralyses. This race is the Jews. The difference, for Herr Hitler, 
between them and races like the Slavs is that, while the latter may be quite 
useful in the German Lebensraum, if kept down in a quasi-servile capacity, the 
Jews cannot be tolerated in any capacity at all. The only way to deal with 
them is to get rid of them altogether. 


Why it suited post-War Germany 


These doctrines were not invented by Herr Hitler. He learned them from 
others. Yet the important thing is not how he came to hold them, but how he 
holds them. He has taken what were personal or local fanaticisms, and made 
them mainsprings in the policy of the strongest European Power. In this he 
was helped by circumstances. His race-talk may read crudely to others, but 


was exceedingly well suited for German consumption after the War of 
1914-18. The topical uses of the anti-Jew propaganda scarcely need pointing 
out. Germany had experienced unaccustomed military defeat; she had 
suffered also after the War from profiteering, from speculation, and from two 
terrible economic breakdowns—the first during the Ruhr episode, the second 
from November 1929 onward. Her self-mortification could only be appeased, 
her self-satisfaction only restored, by finding a scapegoat to lay the blame on 
in each of these cases. For that part the Jews were by Herr Hitler successfully 
cast. Hardly any falsehood was too fantastic to be invoked to aid conviction. 
The result has been a conception of Anti-Semitism as a moral imperative; so 
‘categorical’ that, as in the pogroms of November 1938, it takes no account of 
reactions upon foreign opinion. 


But for Herr Hitler’s Weltanschauung, as a whole, much more important 
than his religion of Jewish repression is his religion of German expansion. 
And here, too, the ground was prepared for him. It is, and has long been, an 
almost universal habit among Germans to regard themselves as a race 
naturally gifted above all other races, a sort of top and crown of mankind. No 
other great people seems to have quite an equivalent habit. French, British, 
and Americans each commonly believe that their particular nation has the 
greatest record in the world, and are ready to strain history to prove it. But 
one does not find them feeling that their race is a separate species of 
humanity, superior to any other. The Germans do. There are some fairly 
obvious reasons. For French, British, and Americans the political unit, the 
nation, is what unites them. But the Germans, before Bismarck, never had 
been a nation in the political sense, and even Bismarck brought only about 
three-quarters of them under a common flag. Hence they thought of 
themselves not as a nation but a race, scattered about Europe under many 
flags, but everywhere distinctive and everywhere superior to the people that 
they lived among. Nor was their sense of superiority unplausible. Throughout 
Central and Eastern Europe the German populations, where you find them, 
can be seen by anybody to be hard-working, thrifty, honest, progressive with 
clean persons, clean houses, decent sanitation, and well-attended schools. By 
contrast the Slavs (the Czechs alone excepted) have had much less advanced 
standards, and been apt to appear in the mass as backward, insanitary, and 
illiterate. The reasons for this difference are not really racial; they may be 
found much more in history, tradition, religion, economics, and other things. 
But there the difference is, and race-pride was not a surprising result of it. 


That is why the settlements after 1918 on the eastern side rankled so 
bitterly in Germany. Even liberal-minded Germans thought that the freedom 
of Poles or Czechs was too dearly purchased, if it entailed placing German 
minorities under them. They felt somewhat as Americans would, if a foreign 
conqueror were to put the Southern States under negro rule. When, therefore, 


Herr Hitler reaffirmed the Germans as a ruling race, and denounced the 
treaties as an infamous violation of their natural rights, and declared his 
intention, not only of cancelling them, but of bringing all Germans under the 
German flag and of immensely extending the German habitat, he won some 
measure of assent from most of his hearers and readers. 


The Doctrine of ‘Habitat’ 


But we must examine more specially this question of the German people’s 
habitat, its Lebensraum. For here is the key to Herr Hitler’s foreign policy. The 
main discussions about it are in Part I, Chapter 4, and Part II, Chapters 13 
and 14. But it keeps cropping up all over the book. 


Every people, says Herr Hitler, if it is to live healthily, must have a 
sufficient area to live on. Further, since, as we have seen, it is the duty of the 
Nordic race rapidly to increase its numbers, Germany, as the great Nordic 
people, must have a large amount of extra space for future expansion. But 
what is her actual situation in these respects? The answer given is that she 
has nothing like enough land for the present, let alone the future. With an 
annual increase put by Herr Hitler at 900,0003, her population cannot escape 
catastrophe, unless ways and means are found which will forestall the danger 
of misery and hunger. Four solutions are enumerated as possible: (1) 
contraceptive limitation of births. This is rejected, being of course in 
complete disaccord with the race programme. (2) ‘Internal colonization’, a 
German phrase meaning what in England would be termed a small-holdings 
policy. This, says Herr Hitler, rightly enough, could never cover any large 
part of the problem. (3) Acquisition of new territory beyond existing 
frontiers, enabling more Germans to live by the land. (4) Increase of 
manufactures for export, enabling more Germans to live by foreign trade. The 
real choice lies between (3) and (4). The rulers of Germany from 1870 to 
1918 chose (4) — industrialization for export. They ought, says Herr Hitler, 
to have chosen (3)—more peasant production in a greatly enlarged national 
territory. 


A World-Power needs a Large Territory 


Why does he reject the export solution? For three principal reasons. First, 
because it involves urbanizing and proletarianizing the German people. 
Himself a poor country boy driven to Vienna to earn his living, he hates the 
process. Secondly, because it puts German life at the mercy of vicissitudes in 
foreign countries which it cannot control. Thirdly, a too compact country is 
vulnerable in war. When he wrote, he was not thinking merely of air- 
bombing, though its subsequent development fortifies his plea. His point at 


the time was that a country like Russia or the United States with its 
population well spread out over a vast area derives defensive strength from 
its very vastness. A certain size is necessary for the seat of a World Power. At 
present (that is, when the book was written) ‘Germany is not a World Power’. 
But she must become one or perish. To obtain an idea of the expansion 
needed, we are asked to look at Soviet Russia, or the British Empire, or the 
United States, or China, or even the French Empire. Beside any of these 
Germany’s existing territory seems in another class. She must expand it; but 
how? Overseas colonies will not avail for this purpose, since none could be 
obtained suitable for settling many millions of white peasants. On the other 
hand, east of Germany’s present Lebensraum, in the vast plain of Central and 
Eastern Europe, he sees immense fertile areas, as yet thinly populated by 
inferior peoples. Able to be reached by land, to be conquered and held by the 
Army, and to form with existing Germany a single contiguous realm, these 
areas provide the only and the perfect solution. 


The Sword must win what the Plough must till 


But how can they be obtained? How originally, retorts Herr Hitler, were 
the two Ostmarks obtained — Austria and East Prussia? How indeed, if we 
look back far enough, were most of the present German territories obtained? 
By the German sword followed up by the German plough. He does not flinch 
from saying outright that his policy must be one of annexation by force, or 
from naming the main victim to be despoiled, viz. Russia. He answers 
objectors on the first point by saying that all frontiers and all titles were 
established by force originally, and on the second by pointing to Russia’s 
Bolshevik disorganization as a Providential opportunity for Germany. But the 
bedrock policy is clearly brought out. Germany can only save herself by a 
vast eastern annexation; she can only achieve the annexation by a European 
war; and for that war she must start arming herself at top speed at once. Not 
only of the treaty limitations on her arms and armed forces, but of every 
confining shackle in the Versailles system, she must in due course ruthlessly 
rid herself. The actual order of the steps eventually taken or adumbrated by 
Herr Hitler since he has been in office—re-armament, re-militarization of the 
Rhineland, absorption of Austria, subjugation of Czechoslovakia, and next the 
subjugation of Poland and Rumania—has conformed to a perfectly logical 
sequence. As to the stage at which he would have to fight his decisive war, it 
is clear that he hoped (as the events proved, rightly) that re-armament, the 
Rhineland, and Austria could be achieved without fighting. The Czechoslovak 
stage he was bound to assume could not; since, among other things, there 
was a defensive treaty between Czechoslovakia and France, whose breach 
nobody could have anticipated. At that stage therefore he was ready — in 
August-September 1938 — to launch the decisive war. 


The Czechs only a Stepping-stone 


How the war was then nevertheless staved off, we need not here discuss 
beyond observing that the objective eventually attained by Herr Hitler at 
Munich—the power to control and, whenever he liked, to annex 
Czechoslovakia—could scarcely have been supposed by any intelligent reader 
of Mein Kampf to be a final one. Any notion of his wishing to march into the 
Sudetenland, or even into Prague and Brno, on terms of ‘Thus far and no 
farther’, however much he might for tactical reasons profess it at the 
moment, was totally at variance with the picture given by himself of his 
permanent aims. To the realization of his supreme purpose—the annexation 
of vast eastern areas for German settlement — the control of relatively small 
and densely populated regions like Bohemia and Moravia could make no 
intrinsic contribution. Their relevance to such a purpose was and must be 
solely strategic. Their value was that of stepping-stones in a war for the 
ulterior conquest. 


Herr Hitler’s Cardinal Conception 


For in Herr Hitler’s fiercely held faith (unless he has apostatized from it 
since Mein Kampf — of which until his Russian Pact there was not even a 
temporary sign) the conception of Lebensraum—of the quantum of territory 
which a people needs, and which Germany has not got—is cardinal. It comes 
out at all sorts of points. It founds, for instance, the whole of the long, 
vehement, and in many ways very acute criticisms, which he passes on 
Germany’s foreign policies before 1914. The real task, he says, for her 
statesmen was to provide new Lebensraum for Germans; and what they ought 
to have done was to take advantage of England’s long hostility to Russia to 
ally themselves with her in an anti-Russian war, and procure the necessary 
annexations as the reward of victory. What they did instead was to mess 
about with oversea colonies and exports and a navy, thereby antagonizing 
England; and to prop up the rotten bulk of Austria-Hungary, which, lying 
between them and Eastern Europe, actually shut them off from what should 
have been their goals. In the same vein he denounced post-War reversions, 
like the 1922 treaty of Rapallo, to the old tradition of Prusso-Russian 
friendship. 


But it is not merely his thoughts on foreign policy, but his thoughts on 
home policy also, that are rigidly hitched to this wagon. He is at heart 
country-bred; his hatred for what he saw and suffered in working-class 
Vienna is blistering; he regards great cities and factories as man-eaters, farms 
and craft-trades as man-makers. Beyond the industries required to provide 
war-material, he does not want any more than will create an autarkic 


reciprocity between town and country, each deriving all that it needs from 
the other and consuming the whole of the other’s output. His conception of 
the future Great Germany is essentially a rural one; and if he were to swerve 
from his purpose of annexation he would have not only to eat almost every 
word that he has written about foreign policy, but to deny all his domestic 
ideals regarding the basis of what he regards as a desirable life for the 
supreme race. 


The Duty to annex Territory 


Over and over again the slogans recur. 


The foreign policy of a State which stands for a People must assure for the race that 
it comprises an existence upon this planet. That involves establishing between the 
population and its growth, on the one hand, and the quantity and quality of its land and 
soil, on the other, a relation consistent with health, subsistence, and Nature. [181st 
German edition, p. 728.] 


This first task of a foreign policy is also the first duty of the National 
Socialist party. 


The National Socialist Movement must endeavour to remove the disproportion 
between the numbers of our population and the extent of our soil, considering the latter 
alike as the source of our sustenance and the fulcrum for our power policy. And it must 
endeavour to remove no less the contrast between our historic past and the prospectless 
impotence of our present. This it must do while steadily aware, that we, as guardians of 
the highest human type on earth, incur a correspondingly high obligation; and it will be 
able to discharge this obligation just in proportion as it is careful to make the German 
people race-conscious. [The same, p. 732.] 


Nobody must be allowed to argue that the annexations resulting from this 
policy are an infringement of human rights. 


The frontiers of States are man-made, and men may alter them. [The same, p. 740.] 


On the contrary, annexations are a moral duty for those who need to 
expand. 


The right to land and soil may be changed to duty, if without an extension of soil a 
great nation seems doomed to ruin. [The same, p. 741.] 


The Scale of Annexation 


And here is one of the shortest statements of the vast scale of annexation 
contemplated. 


To-day we number 80 million Germans in Europe. But the correctness of that foreign 


policy will not be established, until, a bare century hence, 250 million Germans are 
living on this continent and living, not squeezed together as factory coolies for the rest of 
the world, but as peasants and workers, who reciprocally assure each other’s livelihood 
by what they produce. [The same, p. 767.] 


According to this the German statesman must acquire territory to allow 
for (1) a trebling of the German population; (2) much more (perhaps twice as 
much) elbow-room per head. Remembering that the population figure to be 
trebled was not that of Germany but that of the Germans in Europe, it would 
seem that at the very least the Hitlerian empire must be five or six times the 
area of the Reich in 1919. Indeed, to allow room for the surviving subject 
Slavs it might well need to be considerably larger. In any case, the prospect is 
for annexing, not merely the Ukraine, but a great deal beyond it. Note the 
vivid phrase about ‘factory coolies’. There one sees the true contempt of the 
born countryman for any such policy of concentrating upon export industry 
as was expressed in nineteenth-century England by the phrase ‘the workshop 
of the world’. Note, too, that whatever the political and military obstacles to 
realizing these territorial ambitions, there is nothing geographically 
impossible about them. The vastness of the Euro-Asiatic plain, the immensity 
and the continuity or its cultivable areas, are facts to which relatively little 
importance attached before the era of railways. Even to-day most west- 
Europeans remain comparatively unaware of them. But certainly Herr Hitler 
does not. 


The Problem for France and Great Britain 


The above are key-sentences in Mein Kampf. They are far more central to 
Herr Hitler’s purpose than the well-worn few that are quoted and re-quoted 
in British newspapers, like that about France as the eternal enemy. As a 
matter of fact, he said himself about France that he would only be obliged to 
fight her in order to clear his rear—because he felt sure that she would not 
stand by and let him seize his eastern prey without interfering. Ought then 
France to stand by? Ought she to give him what has been called a ‘free hand 
in the East’? Or, in still cruder terms, to ‘stop his hunger by letting him eat 
his bellyful’? And further, ought Great Britain to do so? 


These were questions to be faced and answered. What light did Mein 
Kampf throw on the answers? 


At first blush it might be argued that for Great Britain, at all events, the 
book was encouraging. Herr Hitler makes it a reproach to German diplomacy 
before 1914 that it antagonized all the Powers simultaneously in different 
ways, and so brought against Germany a world of enemies. Next time, he 
says, she must be careful to keep some friends; and to the inquiry who they 


should be, he replies: Italy and Great Britain. Here as elsewhere the policy of 
his book prefigured the policy since followed in office. He wooed Italy and 
won her. He also wooed Great Britain; and down to (and including) the 
Munich Agreement he obtained from her an unbroken series of 
complaisances. The policy of ‘letting him eat his bellyful’ had beyond 
question influential advocates, especially in the City of London. It would be 
difficult, indeed, not to think that its influence to a large extent underlay the 
decision taken by the British Government in 1938 to jettison Czechoslovakia. 


Mein Kampf negates Moderation 


But for any one who had read the book thoroughly such a conclusion 
must be almost impossible. From first to last it is a plea for remorselessly 
exploiting power. The doctrine that might is right is never swerved from. For 
Herr Hitler there is no such maxim, as that you should not kick a man when 
he is down. Rather he would inquire, what else you got him down for. He is 
always for pressing every advantage to the uttermost. Now the position of the 
new German Empire, whose realization he advocates, would put an end to 
any conditions of ‘balance’ in the world. Germany would enjoy an 
overwhelming superiority of fighting force. No Power in the Old World, nor 
ultimately any in the New either, could stand up against it. Are we to 
suppose that such a hegemony would be exercised in a moderate spirit? The 
question could meet in advance no stronger negative answer than the pages 
of Mein Kampf supply. 


There are persons who, surveying the problem from the British angle, 
have consoled themselves with the thought of the British Navy. Let Herr 
Hitler, they reason, be as strong as he likes on land; Great Britain and the 
United States will still rule the seas. Such people forget that navies to-day are 
things of steel, quickly built and quickly outbuilt. The Hitlerian Greater 
Germany—an impregnable Continental block, which in man-power, steel- 
power, coal-power, and oil-power stood to this island as a giant to a pigmy— 
would not be likely to allow this island very much longer to rule the seas, or 
perhaps to rule anything else. It is worth noting that the only two 
conspicuous departures, which Herr Hitler down to August 1939 had made 
from the policies of his book, were both of them in the direction of stiffening, 
not of moderating, and that one of them concerned the ex-German colonies 
under British mandate*. In Mein Kampf he advised his fellow countrymen to 
let these go, as not worth a quarrel with Great Britain. In office, he 
encouraged a growing agitation for their recovery. Such a change might have 
been expected to result from the temper of concession and reasonableness 
shown towards him by Great Britain; the consistent doctrine of Mein Kampf 
being that the more any one yields to you, the more you should exact from 


him. 
Here is one of his recipes for domination: 


A clever conqueror will always, if possible, impose his demands on the conquered by 
instalments. For a people that makes a voluntary surrender saps its own character; and 
with such a people you can calculate, that none of these oppressions in detail will supply 
quite enough reason for it to resort once more to arms. The more such extortions are 
suffered without resistance, the more unjustifiable it comes to seem to people to make 
any ultimate stand against pressures; which appear each to be new and isolated, though 
in fact there is a perpetual recurrence of them. [181st edition, p. 759.] 


In the passage where that occurs he is discussing French pressures on 
Germany in the years after 1918. But, as has been noticed above, it is his 
constant and self-confessed habit to draw tactical lessons from the conduct of 
his opponents and to aim at going one better than they. 


His Idea of World Peace 


And here is a passage embodying his reflections on world peace. 


In point of fact the pacifist-humanitarian idea is a perfectly good one on the 
condition that, first of all, the highest human type has conquered and subjugated the 
world to an extent that renders it sole lord of the earth. Thus the idea ceases to have 
possible harmful consequences just in so far as its practical application becomes rare and 
finally impossible. So let us have battle first and pacifism—perhaps—afterwards. [The 
same, pp. 315-16.] 


In other words, peace can only be lasting on a basis of conquest, not of 
agreement. The ideal held out to the German people is that of sole lordship 
over the earth. 


If any one wants to live, let him accordingly fight; and if any one in this world of 
everlasting strife is loth to struggle, he does not deserve to live. [The same, p. 317.] 


And here is another pregnant saying, which should not be lost sight of in 
any estimate of the ‘Axis’: 


An alliance, whose aim does not involve looking forward to a war, is senseless and 
valueless. [The same, p. 749.] 


Cynic and Idealist 


The problem with which Europe is confronted by the personality of the 
author of Mein Kampf is that of a strange alliance between cynicism and 
idealism. The lack of scruple, which he not merely manifests but parades, 
reaches the limit. His only moral touchstone for word or deed is whether it 


serves its purpose. Nothing is wrong if it succeeds. Yet behind his book’s 
savagery and its cunning there is a blend of intense idealism and crabbed 
argument that may often remind the reader (though Herr Hitler would abhor 
the comparison) of St. Paul. In an age of moral relaxation and hedonistic self- 
seeking he stood out against the German background as the unabashed 
apostle of effort, duty, self-sacrifice, the idealistic subordination of individual 
interests to those of the community; and he won his power on that appeal. 
Rarely has a man prevailed more conspicuously by his belief that spirit 
dominates matter, that where there is a will there is a way. 


The Man of Spirit 


A last quotation may usefully illustrate this. In the context from which it 
is taken, Herr Hitler is dealing with those who criticized his militant policy 
on the ground that a disarmed Germany was helpless to rearm herself. At 
that time, one must remember, Germany was prevented by treaty from 
having or manufacturing heavy guns, war-planes, or tanks, besides being 
narrowly limited in her army effectives. Militarily, therefore, she was 
powerless and harmless; and her neighbours had both the right and the 
means, as well as the obvious interest, to keep her so. What is Herr Hitler’s 
reply? 


To recover Germany’s power you must not ask ‘How are we to manufacture arms?’ 
but ‘How are we to breed the spirit, that makes a people capable of bearing arms?’ If that 
spirit rules a people, their will finds a thousand ways, any one of them leading to 
armament! Give a coward ten pistols, and when attacked he will fail to fire a single shot. 
He can do less with them than a man of spirit with a mere blackthorn. [The same, 
pp. 365-6. ] 


This was not rodomontade, it was truth; as events showed when the time 
came. On Herr Hitler’s accession to power in 1933 he at once began re- 
arming with feverish energy in flat defiance of the other Powers. Round him 
they lay, each with their ten pistols — that is, with armaments that could 
have stopped his action by the motion of a finger, while he was still 
powerless to resist. And not one of them had the nerve to act. The man of 
spirit with a mere blackthorn rearmed Germany. 


1. My Struggle. 


2. It is one of the few glaring inconsistencies in his book that, while 
censuring the Habsburgs on this score he also blames bitterly the Badeni 
language-decrees and other concessions to Slav languages made under the 
Emperor Francis Joseph. But that, as indeed much else in his intense hatred 


for the Habsburgs, seems to be blind prejudice inherited from his youthful 
activity as a follower of the Pan-Germans in pre-War Vienna. 


3. A large over-estimate. 


4. The other had to do with an internal matter—the relations of the Nazi 
State to the churches. 


PUBLISHER’S NOTE 


For those who wish to read in more detail about the background and 
causes of the present state of the world, the following notes may be of some 
assistance. 


The best and most up-to-date general picture of England as she was from 
the rise of Germany in 1870 to the outbreak of the First World War is given 
in Mr. Ensor’s book England 1870-1914 (15s.), which is Volume 15 of the 
new Oxford History of England. A reliable German account of German foreign 
policy during the same period is given in E. Brandenburg’s From Bismarck to 
the World War (trans. by A. E. Adams, 15s.). Mr. C. R. M. F. Cruttwell’s 
History of the Great War 1914-1918 (15s.) may be recommended as the 
standard one-volume work on the subject. Mr. G. M. Gathorne-Hardy deals 
with the period between the two wars in his Short History of International 
Affairs, 1920-1938 (8s. 6d.), a book issued under the auspices of the Royal 
Institute of International Affairs. 


The two volumes of Speeches and Documents on International Affairs, edited 
by Professor A. B. Keith (World’s Classics, 2s. each), and the selection of 
political writings in Sir Alfred Zimmern’s Modern Political Doctrines (7s. 6d.) 
illustrate the conflict of doctrines so much in evidence to-day. 


(Mr. Ensor, Mr. Gathorne-Hardy, and Sir Alfred Zimmern are authors of 
Oxford Pamphlets, see back of cover.) 


The prices quoted above held good in December 1939, but are liable to 
alteration without notice. 


